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REGENTS COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON NEW YORK
STATE POS?SECONDARY OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS 1973-74 -t

-

Introduction

The State-sponsored postsecondary opportunity programs for disadvan-
taged.students have grown, from their inception in 1969-70, to the point
where more than 25,000 students participated in them during 197%-74, the
reporting year under review here.

- Times of fiscal stringency accentuate the importance of using educa- ' =
tional fesources wisely. Disadvantaged students must be enabled to receive
maximﬁm benefits from the moneys allocated for these programs.

.Thus, while the Regents reaffirm their support for the postsecoﬁdary
opportunity psograms and fhe equality of access to higher education they
represent for so many, these comments—and recommendations must include those
areas which continue to.require impreovement. 4 23@

Certainly, there are many signs of success in the opportunlty programs.
The most notable example is the fact that as of 1974 more than half of all

opportunlty students were"on(traek" for graduation w1th their regularly-

admitted counterparts. These students entered h;gher education with academic

deficiencies,so severe that they would not have been admifted under regular
procedu;esl

’étill, problems were apparent in several areas. For example, financial
ass1stance was neger sufficient for studant needs. Management problems at
CUNY were manlfested in SEEK and CD by such things.as unevenness of student

performance- (reflectlng a lack of conslstent pollcy concernlng academlc

. performance standards) ‘and in late or m1ss1ng data. Information and responses

from SEEK and the City University since they submitted these .1973-74 reports

indicate a responsiveness to Regents concerns and a willingness to bring

about néeded changes.

Profile of Oéﬁortuﬂity Students

2

Durlng 1973~7k, opportunlty programs prov1ded substantial educational

access for the "educationally and economlcally,” as well as socially, dis- .

advantaged. The great magorlty of program students came from relatlvely large '
: households with extremely low incomes, and 51zab1e numbers received publlc '

ass1stance (see Table I).
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Table I

Opportunity Student Economic Profile (Per Cents)'

5 EOP _ EOP :
SEEK | HECP State-Operated ] Community Colleges College Discovery
Feminy T .
Below 3 78 78 "3 85 , 84 -
Social - .
Services 29 26 10 : 25 ‘ 32
Recipients v
. . 1

Five or .
More in 32 32 32 21l . 3%
Household v

e

2Four~-year fulthime programs only.
3Gross family income, 1972-73

¥

The severe academic disadvantages exhibited by all entering program
students are shown in Table II. SEEK takes a noticeably "higher risk"

atudent than the;zther programs in terms of low high schéol.average and
lack of a diploma.

-




iid

-Table IT .

Opportunity Student Academic Profile (Per Cents)>

lEnterlng freshmen only.

2Four-—year full time progrars only.

)Not collected or not available

AState norm was 25% below 379.
5State norm was 15% below 379,

. R .
: 37.3% of College Discovery student status in these categories was~listed as unkmown.

' EOP .
2 ‘ EOp . Community College
SEEK HEOP State~Operated Colleges Discovery
High School T
Average _ 6
belaow 80 67 63 69 64 54
{Hign School ~ . :
Average ‘ o 3
below 70 27 14 2h 23 -
Lower three i : .
lquintiles of .3 PR f : L 6"
"|H.S. class o 59 70 88 26
Non-Academic 3 . o i
Diploma —— _22 25 30 27 . -
aEp 9 0 10 20 L
No Diploma 17 15 . 1 5 6
SAT-Verbal 5 ] - .
below "3'791+~ — 61 25 70 T
SAT-Math . . 3 - 3
below 3797 e 45 6k —
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The programs serve students from groups traditionally underrepre-~ °
sented in highé{ngduqation (Table A-3).and indirectly have become a
major .vehicle for the racial integration of the State's higher education
system. As of 1974, about half of all the ethnic minority students.in
undefgraduate education in the State were in opportunity programs} Inter-
estingly, females were in the majority in all prograﬁs, except those at

the SUNY State-operated campuses.

Table IIT

_// .

Opportunity Student Demographic Profile (Per Cents)

~ EOP :
1 EOP Cominunity College
: - _|SEEK HEQP State-~Operated Colleges | Discovery
Male 412 48 3 - - &5 1 45
" [Female 597 52 b7 - B
fee 2125 1332 | 3 33 3 | 36
Over 25 12050 fis | a8 T
Black. 83 61 58 1 57 S
Spanish-~ : : ‘ )
Surnamed . 29 - 2% 13 - 5 ) 36
Oriental 2 - 2 . 1 2 . 1
. e _
1 o e - : o
Four~year full-time students only. : ‘ ; '

Does not include Queens and Madgar Evers Collegés;

3Only abplicants under 30 are cligible for SEEK and College Discovery.




Academic Progress . :

a +  Interim- ‘academic success measures .for college students are the

'.u‘accumulatlve grade point average (GPA) and the rate of credit accumula~
tion. At least 55 percent of the opportunity students had a GPA above ,
2.0, the normal passing or "C'" level (see Table IV). oOf all the progranms,
HEOP and EQP four~year students ranked highest, with approxlmately 70 per-:
cent above 2.0. Addltlonally, at least half of all students were accumyla-
ting credits at a rate sufficient to graduate within five years from the
time they enrolled in baccalaureate programs and three Years in associate
degree programs. The inconsistency of academic requirements on SEEK program
campuses enabled some SEEK students to have much more flexibility in-terms- o
of-hours to be completed and/or number of semesters allowed to complete the
degree than did students in HEOP, EOP, and CD programs.

Table IV

Opportuhity Student Academic Progress Prefile -

PR S

VT Top Y\
, e EOP - Community College*
SEEK - HEOPl State-Cperated Collegesv Discovery
Percent with GPA |~ _ - | | e
Below 1.0 (D) 23 1 9 13 17 » 1 .
Percent with GPA S . ' . L
Above 2.0 (C) 55 69 __ 6 6 66
- Average Annual
.Jeredits m
. earned by:
Lth Semester ’ o o ; o L
students . 16 23 23 s 30 v 17
th semester : | v » S
students . 22 28 . 23 . . —
- [Percent b L 3 3
"On track! 6}2 862 712 L 75 64

1Four-year full~time students oniy.

;f » Toward graduation withla‘ten eemestérs. ‘ -
' Toward graduation within six semesters. :
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SpeciallProgram Services

‘The opportunlfy progrags. assist students d1rectly through the pro- .
vision of: l) flnenclal a1d whlch supplements moneys provided by the '7:L'k$*.
State, federal government, 1nst1tutlon? student, and femlly through grants,
loans,sand work; and 2) support1Ve academic services, typlcel}y comprlslng
special remedlal and developmental academic pourseWurk, counseling, and

tutoring. ¥

In all of the programs, the total aymilsble fingncial assistapce did
not offset the college—going costs to ‘the student; Even with ‘the opporiuﬁity
program direct grants, students had to finance ap* average cost of” 3634——
$1,644 annually (see Table V). T i

Table V

R |
Opportunity Student Financial Aid Summary™

————r W“mwrmemwmwgwumwwwwwwﬁuwuwf_“ “'”EOP;‘
‘ HEOP ] Eop - ' |  HEOP B Communlty
] SEEK . Four-Year ' State- erated | Two-Year Colleges

TOTAL fTinancial: aldzy—_F WU B 5 $2‘3 ’““”*““"'4;m§;,426 T TL519
Grants_ . 1,461 2, 898 » . - : ‘1, 25g

- Loans : ,'6 9 |
Work 244 183_

»}Opportun1ty Program TS e T o .
lerant? . s20 | . 93l

T 4 - - - EEIEPITEEWEEReTS ARy ERACARRIE: it :u;e .-r,,4l'h‘:"\.ﬁ'..a T
Unmet need 858 1,286 _

,_611 i R ‘857¥

i'suu ' ";““;;5?3;

lCollége ﬁlsoovery data unavailable:
2 Per student. .
'.3 D1rect student a1d

Difference between totql grant aid and total rosts,
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Supportive academic services were utilized to offset the disparity
between the opportunlty students' educatlonal tools and the performance
‘demanded at.the.college -level. While not-every- student- requlred tutoring, -
those who utilized this service (primarily at the freshman level) showed
relatively heavy usage, averaging 20-24% hours per year. All students re- .
ceived counseling services in personal, financial, psychological, academic,
and career areas provided by program sourées. The fact that remedial class-~ .
work is more in evidence at SEEK than at HEOP may be attributed in part to
the greater academic def101enc1es of enterlng SEEK students and may help to

account for their leWer rate of credlt accumulation,

Table VI '

Y

Opportunity Student Supportive Service Summary

S EOP - ~
1 EOP Community College

SEEK HEOP State-Operated - - Colleges Discovery

Hours of
tutorlng per
enrolled

student2

Hpurs”of tutoring >
oer tutored student
UUL'S Ul LQIULDEJ-].I[IE'E . oy .

er enrolled student 22 ‘26 ~10 L 1k 9

Hours—of-Temediat v

coursework per > _ . g : 3

enrolled student® - 93 51 : - T e T

5

,__? ] 11
= |

2k — —> 20

1 . o :
_ Four-year full-time students only.
vaPer,36 weeks.,

3Not avéilable for some sectors.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In regard to the programs at the City and State Universities, the Regents make

e —~—th@ fo]]oW1ng general- recommendat1ons "*“”“““'“*““”“““"“*”“"”””“’**“w” o

1

A. Y%mely and aacurate accounting of opportunity program actzvztzes i8
an oblzgatzon zmposed on the public unzversztzes by the Zegstatzon

establzshzng the programs.” It is reaommended that the administrators

of these programs should take eare to devote the resources necessary

to Julfill these responsibilities, including the reaZZOnatzon of emzstzng

L resources if necessary". """"""
. ACTION TAKEN: Since the submittal of the reports commented
| on here, the State University.has demonstrate& a willingness

to improve its capabilities in this area. Its reportS'fok
+1974-75 were submitted in a t1me11er and much more near]y com-
" plete fashion than those in the past College D1SCOVery plans

and reports show considerab]e improvement over those submitted

“in the 1973-74 period. SEEK has invested major resources in a

New three-year plan which shows promise of improved administrative
| procedures for that system during the 1975-78 per1od .

B. A great many students in their junior and senior years in publza uni-

verszty programs zndzcated indecision about their ultimate magor It

18_recoimmeénded that this unusual phenomenon be znvestzgated to ascertazn o

N

 whether the data-gathertng systems have jhzled to echzt this znfbrmatzon,
or whether students ave not recetvzng proper counseling, or are in some
other way bezng znadequately served.

In regard to 1_g1s]at1ve action, the Regents make the fo]]oW1ng recommendat1on

c. lhcreaszng access to postsecondary educatzon for dzsadvantaged persons

S R 10

'8 a Staté goal. It is recommended that a more nearZy evenvhanded fhndzng

-
5
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pattern be established, so that (a) independent institutions ave not
required to contribute so much of ‘their resources to program 3ﬁpport
and (b) all disadvantaged students are required to bear approximately

the same financial responsibility for their owm educatton

In regard to SEEK the Regents here: re1terate”the1r Recommendat1ons stemm1ng

from ana1y51s of the 1973- 74 SEEK Genera1 Plan.

1.

Infbrmatzon about techntques whtch lend themseZves to a certain amount of -

standhrdtzatton such as dtagnosttc 8kills tests should be 3hared among

appropriate personnel in the progmam SEEK~CentraZ 3houZd aet ¢s the

aoordznatzve mechanism in 3uch endeavors
ACTION TAKEN SEEK has informed the Department that the recom-
' mendat1on is now being 1mp1emented _ ' 2
Regardzng 3upport for counselors, the fundtng modeZ for campus aZZocatzons

3hould be adgusted to take into account the mumbers of students at each

‘ZeveZ As a rule,- fyrst and second-semester students requtre more in-

< -

tenswe counseZ'Lng than students "1.n the mainstream." e
ACTION TAKEN: The funding model is under review as part of a‘k
more general review undertaken by a Task Force on SEEK 1n the
C1ty Un1ver51ty Its report and recommendat1ons are now in the

hands of the City University Chancellor,-and the Department has ;wlﬁ:i;,;;

been informed that reforms stemm1ng~from the worP of the Task
Force, Regents recommendations, and a recent]y comp]eted 1nde- o

- pendent aud1t will be 1mp]emented in the near future

TN




3. Placement counselors and othefmé?éciquete who‘are SEEK employees should,
bithin reason, restrict their prof?gaiqqalwactivitieemtanthe SEEK con- - R
stituency. The purpogse of special programs legislation ie‘not to aub-
sidize college operatzons for the regularly admztted 8tudent body

ACTION TAKEN The Task Force Report suggests t19hter con-
trols in 'this area. Meanwhile an admipistrative memorandun
has been circulated t7al1 SEEK-campuses clarifying obligations
and expectations in this matter,

4. Proviaibn should be made at every campug for training, at least in a .
mtnzmal way, of tytors of SEEK studentg. The tutorzng procegs should o ‘,~¢§
be under eontrol af the SEEK adhznzetratton to engure efficacy and '

accountabtlzty of tutore.

..........

eye to movzng SEEK students zntq»fge reguZar currzculum ag goon as poaazble,
“and in mogt cases by the end of the eceond 8emester. A ruZe of reason.
suggests that no course above the fireb coZZege Zevel——euch ae the eecond
eem;;;;r of coZZege Englzah—-ehould fblZ undgr the SEEK rybrie. - .-

What dszérentzatea SEEK upper-level courges f?om parallel catalogue

offerings ig q amaZZer student class. ezze and a more eensztzve approach

~to the studente and c¢rrzcu2um. Becauae the poteptinf of'SEEK etudenta T
to benefit f?om such approaches in no way dzf}%re From’ that of any other
group of etudénts, the fhndzng of 8uch eervtcea ahould be from general
Unzverezty eourcea, and for as broad ¢ range of etudenis as poeezble.

L - - ACTION TAKEN: Th1s matter is discussed in detail in the Task -

“ Force reports, w1th recommendat1ons for maJor changes. Mean-.;

_whi]e a]] 1nst1tut1ons w1th SEEK programs haye:rece1ved com--f
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which might not fall 1. the enabling legislation.

Proof of income jor purposes of determinina Tk n1igibility or level

of financial' aid award should be mor ‘fied, ae in the
word "copy" (of a 1040 form).
Final determination of SEEK stipend levels should remain in the hands
of appropriate financiaz ‘atd ofTicers, although always in conschation'”"
with SEEK personnel where necessary
ACTION TAKEN: A1l but one SEEK program now adhere to th1s
recommendation. The independent audit report referred to
above recommends un<form adobtion of this policy.
Retention standards at the individual campuses for SEEK students should
be, if not uniform, at least unambiéﬁous in indicating quaﬁtifiabZé thresh-
olds beyond whichftermination for academic fbiZure wiZi resuZt.. | |
ACTION TAKEN: SEEK has responded aff1rmat1ve1y to this
Recommendation and has informed the Department that future
plans will reflect adoption of the policy.
Given the vastness of the péo? of eligibles, SEEK-Central should set an
absolute maximum nwhber of semesters of SEEK "?ntitlement"--five_years
is the standard at SUNY, in the private sector, and for BEOG, VA dnd'n

TAP benefits--and all retention poZicies .should be structured to fall

within thab framework

ACTION TAKEN: City University has proposed such an approachﬂw
for all students atythe University, of which SEEK students
would be a special éubset. The system is expected to be in
place for 1976-77.

13
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10. Speedy resolution of the "academic disadvantage” question, ineluding the

11.

promulgation of a comprehensive workable definition, is strongly urged.
ACTION TAKEN: City University officials have informed thé
Deparpment that new definitions were recently 1 ed by the
Board of Higher Education. The Department is “wiiting recep~

‘tion of those definitions with a final version of the SEEK

1975-76 General Plan.

SEEK-Central is encoyraéed to continue its substantive efforts to provide
greater coordination‘and leéadership for all of the cambus-based SEEK pro-
grams. WhiZQ'difTicuZt to achieve in a system as multi-faceted and diverse
as is CUNY, the achiddement of fhat objective will lead to enhanced pro-
gram effectiveness and accounfability. : — ey

ACTION TAKEN: The direction of the new draft 1975-78 General

Pian and the efforf‘put forfh in producing the Task Force

report both indicate very strong movement in this direction.

14



II

III

VI
VII

VIII

STAFF PAPER

CONTENTS

" Introduction

Enrollment, Retention, Gr~' .u..
Demographic Characteristics
Academic Background

Major Subject Area

Suppqrtiﬁe Service Utiiizafioh
Academic Progress

College Costs and Financial Aid
Program Expenditﬁres
Appendices —

A Participating Institutions 1973-7)
B College Discovery ' '

15

19
27
28.

35
38
L8

55



10
11

12

13
1

15
16

17

18

Tables

Title
Opportunity Program Growth, 1972-73 to 19737k fecscececsrnananea

Projected Versus Actual Enrollments in Opportunity Programs,

1973-74 ;:-fcoocoq.u ............. cesesensss teeecenrnnnnss tevessese

Comparison of Fal?

Enrbllment”by TUIN, |973_?q ®sevsesnnscsnnnass Ce v stevncsassnsssennses

Chenge in Enrollment of Opportunity Students Who Attended the
Fall Semester,~1973,”and,Who Returned for the Spring:-

Semester’ 1974 ,......;.............................‘............’

TotalﬂGraduates as a’Pércentage of Total Studentg Ever Enrolled
in Opportunity Programs to 1973=74 ceieiveeveeieneecennnncannnn.

Status of Opportunity Students in Baccalaureate Degree

Programs, 1973~74 .-..n.--co....-.........-....to-t:..%g-.o.o..

Status of Opportunity Students in Associate Degree Programs,

1973_74 ;-.a.rm'.,..... ............. .....'.Om.........Qﬂtnrm....

Rank Order of P: .ram Seﬁaration Conditions, j973-74 eraN, vesese -

Status of Studenmts Enrolled in Opportunity Programs by~Tyr. of
Admissions, 2?g§;74 @e® s escsoneancncenntsansunas .o;o.foaoog\ Lo e eee

Percent Distribution of Oppoftunity Program Students, Accoruing
to Ethnicity’ 2973-74 oooooo .fo...ooao.ooo.oo..O...o;to.o.oo...

Sex and Age Summary of Opportunity Students, 1973-7h4 .eveeuewoen.

Accumulative Distribution of Gross Family Incomes of Opportunity

Sfudents’ 1973—74 SeeAavsesoenneaas oo ssenss .....O....ﬂ...'....@..‘

Distribution of Opgportunity Students by Number in Househoud,

Summary Table feﬁ'ﬂnterinngreshmén, 19737t teiieetecenancnonses

Distribution of :#zndardized Test Scores 1'or EOP Students

.

Entering 1973@-—/“.. ooooo Ce s 0sensnsnns '..‘.... ...... escescnnsesasses

Distribution of SiT Scores for Opportunity Students Entering
in 1973‘7“ R .t.t.i."....... oooooooo Sevecrtvesesssns st

Accumulative Distribution of Cembined SAT Scores: Among Oppor-
tunity Students Entering in 1973-~74 Secctecsciseacttannennseno.

o s
s

N - N

«5 Bnrollments, 1973-74 (ivev.u... sees

10

17

13
1

16
17

18

Married and Fepefits Received’ 1973—74 Gt everecstenro s vean soee 21

22

23

2k

25



Tégle

19
20

21

23

2k
25

26
27

28

"~ 29

30

31

A
W

34

Tables
(Continued)

Title -

Major Subject Area of Study for Opportunity Students Enrolled
‘in Associate Degree Programs 1973~74 ...ceeuuu... cesecesiananns

Rank Order of Majof Areas of Study for Upr-r Division Students
in b4~ or 5-Year Bachelor Degree Programs, 1973-7L veceveeecenns

Tutoring Services to Oppoftunity Students, 197374 tesececreniaes

Distribution of Tutoring Services to Opportunity Students,

1973"'74 e R R R T I I vescscecsnnas

Distribution of Tutoring to Opportunity Students, 1973-74, by

Subject Area and Level of TULOr veveecvencssennns cesecescncasan
Counseling Services .to Opportunity Students, 1973-74 ceeecernnaee

Rank Order of Counsel rz Cantacts by Purpose in Opportunity
Programs 1973—7& R T SR asecagnenves

Percent Distribution qf:Remnd;al/DQvelopmental/Supportive Courses

Utilized by Opportuniny Rimients, 1973-74 teesessestesmtasnnaasn

Remedial/Developmental/Supertive Courses Utilized by Opportunity
Students, 1973‘74 .qci.cuqw,-m.-goo.w.-o..o....-..--.-.JJQ-DQQ;

GPA's for Opportunity Studéints in Attendance, 1973-74 ...,..H,..,

Average Credits Earnec - Jtudents, by . Academic Level, in the
1973~74 Year LA I B W W ] ‘-...‘-‘-........‘-.b.-..-....‘....-......_,_..,..v...\

Distribution of Opportupity Students by Total Hours Accumulated

by 1973"7"*. ......... CreeMmesesceecesssnsntesennee .yW-----o---;

Percent Credits Barned . C[r:lits Attempted by Students “n
Opportunity Programs. 197% 4 ...... ceettccacscatcanneitenrannns

Avérage Costs Compared -. :imerage Aid Available to Opportunity
‘Studggts’ 1973—74 LI I R »mcc-unncoooonooooc.oo.-...m..o--.qo

Distribution of Budgeted Gol' :ze-Going Costs for Opportunity
Students’ 1973—74 LR A A T R N R I R R T s Ssesessecnssngnae

Grants to Opportuhity Stugentiz Compared to Budgeted Costs,

1973‘74 .-;ot-..oonoooawqtam-. ------ evsssvee AR A R R LN RN RN

Dijstribution of Average 4id o2r Student in Opportunity Programs,

1973"74 L A R R N R R 2L UL I WL Y S PG G "ecevsenscevsnnces

17

31
33

34

34

35
36

37

-39

31

_ny
Lo

lrﬁuj

k6



e U U S

-

‘ . . Tables

(Continued)
. Teble | Title | : Page
36 Percent Distribution of Flnan61al Aids to Opportunity Students, Lo
1973“71‘{' SetO0esoracsesosseccnnae ---o-.a.o--ooa.o-oo.o.-o-o-oo.noo

37 Distribution of Financial Aids to Opportunity Students, 1973-74 48

38 Professiona] Personnel Caseload of Opportunity Students and ’ 50
“Average Supportive SerV1ces Expendltures per Student 1973—74

29 Total Opportunity Program Expendltures -Per Student., Supportlve ;_' 51
Services Plus Tuition, Fees and Books Plus Finsncial Aid T
Toward Living Costs ........................................;,.

B-1 Growth in College Discovery,*ﬂ972~73 to 1973-74 ...........;..... 55

B-2¢é§roJected Versus Actual Enpollments in College D1scovery, 1973'7“y 55

=B %} Spring Versus Fall Enrollment S 1973-74 ceeenn... ceccecciatsccaees 56

' /,'gg B_.Ll'_ Erlrollment Dy Term, 1973—71‘{' ....'..v......_..._-.;..-......;..__.-.....;- 56

B-5<Change in. Enfollment of CD Students Who Attended the Fall 56

< Semester, 1973, and Who Returned for the Sprlng ' . : :
Semester, TOPh teeeeeeneannannnnnnn Ceetesecccccans Cecccsaccnaa

B- 6 Graduates as Percentage of Average Annual Enrollment, 1973 74 cea 57e_‘

B- 8 Status of CD Students in Attendance, 1972-7h teeenenecnacanccncas 57

T\'—A—‘J/ & N !

:= 9 Rank Order of Program Separatlon Condltlons ‘1973 74 ceeieanaanss '57

B~10 Status of Students Enrolled-ln College Dlscovery, 1973-74 .......f:58’

B~11 Percent D1str1butlon of,CD Students According to Ethnicity, 58
’ 1973-‘71‘{’ Asooscccccsoe l..'...-I.ll....l.l.li.l.....l.l....l....l.. '
?8‘12 Sex and Age of CD Studéﬁts, 1973"71‘{' ..‘-I ooooo ssessccnce 6sscccsaasc 59 C

B-13 Accumulative Distribution of Gross Family Income of New CD ,
Students-l 1973"71‘{' cececsse CSssnssescscssscnnce Se0ecscsssspsoencs seas 59

o
........

-




L Y S 0 et

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

g B—15 Summary Table for Enterlng rreshmen, 1973~74 ceccctitttacanananns

—“—;f‘ﬂ;““”““'“ ‘ Tab]es T
(Continned)

Table ' Title

B-1k DlStrlbuthn of First-time CD Students by Number in House-
hold Marrled and Beneflts Received, 1973-7h coieivencanaicnnns

vy

B-19 Major Subject Area of Study for CD Students, 197374 ceeerieennna

) B—21-Dlstr1but10n of Tutorlng Services to CD Students, 1973—74 eevecna

22

B-2k Counseling Services to CD Students, 197374 veveveercnonceinanans

19

60
. 61
61

62

62



Introduction

In 1966, e'state program was instituted to advance the cause of equality

of educational opportunity in the City University of New York (CUNY). Thig - .
*program came to be known as Search for Educatlon, Elevation and Knowledge (SEEK)

at the senlor colleges of the City Unlver51ty, and College Discovery at the come
meioty cxlieges in New York City. A similar program (EOP) was extended later to
~some units of the. State University of New York‘CSUNY); In 1969, a comparable
pProgram was 1n1t1ated at private colleges and mmiversities .under the thher Ed-~
ucation Opportunlty Program (HEOP) | ,

Sections 6451 of the education law, as added by chapter 1077 of the laws of .
1969, which established the HEOP program, provided for statewide coordlnatlon”of’ .
these opportunlty programs -zt CUNY, SUNY, and the private colleges and universities
under the aegis of the Board of Regents. $5 million was appropriated initially for
implementing its provisione. Appropriations have;grow; over the‘years and for

1973-74 totalled over §34 million. | '*:'
| Section 6452, Par. 5.a., directs that "the trustees of the Séete University
and Board of Higher Edueation in the City of New York shall each furnish to the
- Regents, the Director of the Budget, and the Chairman of tﬁe Senate Finance Com-
mittee, at least annually, a report ...of the operations.of such EOP and SEEK
programs."

Section 6452, Par. 5.b., goes on to state that "The Regents shall review
such reports and forward the same,..along with their comments and recommendations
to the Goverwor and the Legislature..,."

| This document aecompanies tho=e reports, and includes the "comments and

recommendations" mandated. Additicnally, an effort has been made to display

and compare data from all the sectors (HEOP, 30P, SWEK and College Discovery)

2 ik




wheré’there are State-supported systems of postsecondary education_;or the dis-
advantaged.. This constitutes the first attempt to display opportunity 1 -gram
‘data on a cémbaiative basis. (Because fhe rnpor£ from College Discovery waw
reces 4 too late to'be incofpofated into the body of the analysis, this program

is treated séparately as Appendix B.)



Opportunity Program Enrollment, Retention and
Graduation, 1973-74
The State Legislature approved funds for the enrollment of almost 25,300
opportunity students in l973¢74,tan increase of 6.9 percent over ‘the previous
year (Table 1). With HEOP at.no growth, the increases ocourred-in the public
sector programs; these exceededH§:9 percent. All the sectors showed a slighf

degree of underénrollment in 1973-74 (Table 2). For the first time, SEEK re-

ported underenrollment, which averaged 1.5 percent:

-

Table 1 -
b Opportunity Program Growth, 1972-73
to 1973-74
Projected Enrollments ‘ Percent
' in : ' o Growth
1972-73 1973-74 Difference Rate
SEEK " 8,500 9,800 | 1,300 ] 15
HEOP 5,300 5,300 e
EOP 9,860 | 10,200 Eo R k
| TOTALS 23, 660 25,300 | 1,64 6.

Enrollment projections are dlfflcult to meet exactly. Underenrollment For

the year usually represents first-semester attrition not completely made up by
second-semester entrants (Table 3); also compllcatlng the matter is the fact
that none of the opportunity programs have a firm figure on the number of students

authorized until final legislative and gubernatorial actlon has' taken place,

usually in May. By that time, most adm1551ons procedures have been completed.

Many 1nst1tutlon§ are thus faced with difficulties in opportunity program ad- -

missions. These difficulties arise because many students previously recruited

may have, in the interim, made other decisions and because (cspecially at the

e e et
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1ndependent _college campuses) compulsory pre-freshman summer programs b=gin the

first week in June.

served.

. Table 2 e
Proaected Versus Actual Enrollments in” Opportunity’ Programs;fi§;gyahm~a”*
Average Percent
Projected Anpuyal : Difference
Esrnllment Enrollment Difference, Difference 1972-73
SEEK 9,800 _9638.5 (61.5) | - (d.ew)  5.6%.
HEOP 5,300 5,137 (263) (3.2) (1.5)
EOP 10,200 9633.5 (566.5) (5.6) (6.4)
TOTAL | 25,300 24,409 (891) (3.5) (0.99)

The lee of the total pool of ellglbles remaln conslderably larger than those

New York State'are eligible each year for the opportunity programs.

i
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The Education Department estimates that 40,000 high school graduates in
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Table 35

o 1
Comparison of Fall and Spring Enrollments, 1973-74

L et e Increase (or decrease) T
In Enrollments’ . Percent Change
SEEK® ' 820 ] 1 To.8%
HEOP e
Four-Year ' (70) - (A7) ) T
Two-Year 31 , 10.3
Part-Time | 393 e 412
* Eop:
State-Operated  (180) T(2ls)
Community Colleges 51 200
- et Spring Increase 1,045 = R
1
Headcount.

Enrollment report does not 1nclude transfers within CUNY.

oy e e, ~

v

"Student enrollments were reported according to four possible seesionstof »
attendance (Table 4).. HEOP had the greatest percentage of students participating
durlng the summer; winter sessions, generally, were part of a trimester or quarter
arrangement. More than 24 percent of all‘0pportunity students attended the snmmer

session, while fewer than 4.5 percent attended the winter session. , ' E

24
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Lo Table 4

Enrollment by Term, 1973-74

- - Summer  Attendance as Per-
cent of Fall Enrollment.
Winter Attendance as.-Per-
cent of Spring Enrollment;’
Summer Fall | Winter | Spring v Summer‘% | Wih§?? % -
| 2045 | 8bosl wa | 96| a5 | v |
L>waEOP%‘W"N“MNMw1wMM?mwm,;,:m.wv o S : i ‘; K EE f:"
- Four Year 1,480 "ﬁ;186 | 527 4;i19 | 35 4 v fJ 4112;3%'fi;e
Two Year 200 |  301| g6 3 | 668 | s 9"‘_i i
Part Time | " 312 | osh| 93 | amup | a0 6.9
State Oper. | 1,317 | 7,200| 200 | 7,020 18.3 |
[ P I A D R
i .
STOPALS 5,693 "2.3.532 1,069 | 24,542 22 b
w

lDoes,ho.?include transfer among SEEK programs.

Between semester retentlon for fall enrollees was 80 percent (Table 5)
HEOP part-time and EOP communlty college programs had the lowest per51stence
rates, wbrle HEOP four~year and tyo~year programs the highest.. The larger per-
centage of students transferred out of HEOP part-time and EOP State-operated
programs. " Part-time programs are prlmarlly designed to serve those students who .
are in a transition between part~time and full-time study. Therefore, a high

number of yearly transfers is eXpected,

o
Tk

~

25







P

Teble 5

R

Change in Enroilment of Opportunity Students Who Attended the Fall Semester, 1973,

and Who Returned for the Spring Semester, 1974

Fall Returned for| Change in | % | Grads, p | Out Trans, | Total Grads

Enrollees Spring | No. Sts. Change| 73-74| % Grads 77 | & Trans,
| smx b5 | oes | s | e us| owm | s g5
| ourar | 418 3,733 M6 | 109 | S| 1 o | 68
| totewr | wm s | s L ws | m| 10 S
[+ State Oper. | 7,000 5,817 1385 [ 19,2 %3] 107 | 13k 87 4
. Com, Golls,| 2,549 1,689 860 B9 | 18] 7.8 8 26
s o | owws | osm | el o] oar | ow 249

Mraduates in 1975-% a Percent of Pall-Spring necn,
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The addition of almost 2,100 new graduates brings the total of opportunity

student graduates to almcst 5,000 (Twile 6). HEOP Four-Year and Two-Year prograus

exhibited the highest "yield rate" of graduates to students ever enrolled. Next

to the Part-Time Programs, SEEK had the lowest percentage of graduates. Since

~
LY

opportunity programs were begun, more than 55,000 persons have participated at

one time or another. Forty-eight percent of ail‘opporfﬁnity students ever en-

rolled have reasons other than graduation or transfer.

i Table 6
H

Total Graduates as a Percentage of Total Sfudents

Ever Enrolled in Opportunity Programs to 1973-74

.

Number of . o _ Percent of
Students Number of Graduates to
Enrolled " |" Graduates Enrollees
SEEK 18,536 1,033 5. 6%
" HEOP . . o o L e
Four Year 9,222 ' 1L5?§ ' 17.1 °
Two Year 872 3h4] 39,1
Part-Time I, 083 75 1.8
EOP - . .
State Oper.t 16,025 C1,482 9.2
Comm. Coll,} 6,812 466 6.k
[ ]
TOTALS 55,550_ hyo7L _ 8.9

28
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Tebles 7 and 8 demorsim=te the distribution of enrolled students b& three
-measures of class status and. mcademic progress: dele of extry, nu¥rer - sem-
esters i college, and cm=di ’s =ccumulatec vwexd zhe degrme.

The: 2lustering of EC: -~ .specially SEEK*ftuuents toward the beginming
of’ the scales indicates (i, hi h attrition, requiring large freshmar “lasses
‘> maintain total enrolim: 1 ¥2) growth in the total ;rogram; andaf,%vespeeieEZy
zt SEEK, a lowel' rate of creiit accumuiation for enrolled students. «his con~—
centration of students helrs. ;0 account for theswigher HECP percent :° graduates
to enrollees in Tables 5 and 5. |

RelatiVel;fi%rge Percentages of students who»first\enrolled in SEEK and
HEOP five or more years prior to 1973-7h were still enrolled in 1973-7h. An
equally large percentage of students were enrolled n1ne or more semesters. of.
the EOP and SEEK students who may have partnclpated in opportunity programs five,
six or seven years, EOP students are progressing toward the degree at. a rate |
greater than students in SEEK. Further,‘the percentage of SEEK students earning
: under 25 credlt hours (freshmen) is disproportionately larger than the per-

(/centages of 1973-74 entrants and 1~2 semester participantss Thus, many of "those

o

‘vf students who have been enrolled more than two semesters haVe earned ‘less than

“25 college credits.

29
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Table 7

" Ststus o7 epe=tunity Students in
Baccalau. wale ~weree Programs, 1973-74

Distributiun T —— : . :i'
of 73-74 Envellees Bk HEOP . rop-
By Date of Entry ' S N
197324 | smowy 3072 | saay
197223 B 27:.5 26,7 . 28,3
‘ - 1971-22 Wi 22,9 ' 19,1
1970-71 Wik 1.0 . 11,4
1969-70 5.5 2,2 ' 5:1
Before 1969-70 - $.2 ) Q4 ‘ 1,7
By No, Semesters 5 , T N B N
in College ' : ’ o o
1-2 2.6 28.5 . 35,5
3-4 ' L 25,2 26,1 27,2
56 | 3.5 | 22,8 | 12,3
7-8 0.7 . 18,3 - - 11.8
9-10 + . 8.7 © 4,3 | 8.2
By Credits Accumulated ST : -
Toward Degree. - ' R | .
0-26 . 494 21.2 32,3 -
25-48. . 19, 4 23,3 26,0 - N
o 49-72 11.8 - 18,9 a 18,3 \
: | 73-96 8.5 162 1 1.7 ;
120+ 5.4 10.6 6.8 'i
|
{
\
30

1Include‘s Ags. and Techs,
2Based on a ten-semester time~i=ngthened degree program.
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TALLE 8

Status of Opportunity Students in
Associate Degree Erograms, 1973-74

- Distribution of HEGY . Eop
1973-74 Enrollees Tuo-Ycar Community  Colleges
By Date of Entry % o % -
197374 43,64 74,2
147273 52,3 20.9
1971"72 2.5 4.7
187071 0.3 0.2
. 14969-70 0.6 0.1
Before 1969-70 0,6 0.0

1N By liumbver Semesters
in College

1‘2 31'07%. 6".6%
3'(‘ 66.5 25.7
5-6 . 1.8 8.2
7-8 70,0 0.9
9-10+ 0,0 0.6
By Credit Accumula-
ted Tovard
Degree1
0 = 24 . 60.87 . 55.5%
ﬁng_;g o 31.0 26,4
) -_ . 7.5 . 11".7
73 <796 0,7 - T2l
' 97‘;~120 0,0 . l,ess than;> 0.1
. 120 + . 0,0 0,0

—
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EOP students at t= commenity cqliegas exxo bit rziss of progresszqu
"holding power" in termm of credit accumulatic:, equal to, if not greate¥ tims..
those of their counterzarts =u two-&ear nonpubl:z. insttusions (Table 8). The )
witbdrawal of the Collmga for Human Services from HEOY status will, it is anticipated,
be reflected in a furthker equalization of the public/indépenﬂent figures for 1974-975.

The reasons for separatien of students from the pmogram are rgpnked in Table 9.

Even though academic dismigsal wa51the'primary cause of separation,‘transfer and

academic leave cannot he construed to mean "attrition," since transferrlng implies

contlnulng the educational process, whlle voluntary leaves of absence cam be
terminated at-any'time by re-enrollment. Transfer and readmitted students played

8 more important role im attaiming projected enrollmenis for the HEOP ‘part-time.,

EOP state operated, ami SEEK programs than for other categories of programs (Tabie 10).
As expected, transfer out was the majog:reason for separation fdr part—timelstudeﬁts.

It should be moted in this regard that SEEK does not accept transfers from the

other opportunity programs. Thus, ‘all students in this category would beaCollege

Discovery referrals or SEEK readmits.




Rark Order of Jrog=an Separation Conditions, 1973k

TABIE 9

1

Gramates net dmcluded.

23opesiint Spmemnrate, as 211 Westiiester Gommum’cy College students are recorded

tnder b

T
Loademi Academ=
Llgze | Dignisse | Fivencial | Personal) Medical | Transfer | Other
™ '1 SO S NS0 N W 3
e ¢ .
Four-Year 3 1 6 2 5, 7 &
- o Year 5 | 35 3,5 1 2 7 5
Part-Time | 6.5 0.5 b 7 5 1 2
State Oper. | I 3 4 5 b 7z
Com, Cols. | 6 3 RN E 7 | 5 | 1?
Average | S | 5
Raing 3 1 5 4 b 17 z

<L




Table 10 '

Status of Students Enralled ix Cpportuni ty

* Brograns by Sype of Aduisstozs, 197374
— S NETTEN SR LT iR
Percent as: Four-fear | Tio~lear | Partlime || State Oper, [ Comn. Cols. |-
[Firet-Tigers 18,04 22 | 13 DI o wk | g
Mranefers/ - L o - , IS
| Besds 9.0 39 | %6, L owmo I ue 38
Wi Others | . ff | | -
(Continuing sts.) | 73.0 3 1 Ml LA Y ___ho.8
btads 0o | w0 | 1w 100,0 k 100.0 100;0 o

l ]
Average over all sessions,

~ERL
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Demographic Characteristics of Opportunity Students, 1973-74

Opportunity Programs have provided a major avenue for access to higher education
for ethnic minorities. The percentage of opportunity students belonging to minor-~
ity groups ranged from 61.1.percent at the community colleges to 93.5 percent at
SEEK (Tableill). Larger percentages of nonminority students were enrolled in lower
diyision and EOP State—operated-programs.

Opportunity students tended to,oe older than the traditional college student
(over 21 years of age); a majority were female (Table 12). Thére were large per-
.centages of older students at SEEK ‘and HEOP part-time programs. HEOP programsven—

-

‘rolled a greater percentage of females than their public counterparts. HEOP'two—&ear o
and part-time programsj;as well as EOP community college prograns, serve a great
number of persons over 25 years of age.
The income scales which determine economic eligibility for these programs
caused over 95 percent of -this- year's entrants to come from families w1th gross 1n—
.comes of under 810 lOO (Table 13) Many students were 1ndependent w1th v1rtually no
.41ncome while attending college (Table 14).° The percentage of students ‘that came from
‘households of over_four members ranged from 14 percent to 32 percent. HEOP;part—
time programs enrolled»the largest percentage of independent students, while SEEK.
enrolled the largest percent from mid~sized‘families. The_most married students

B RN

were found at the HEOP two-year colleges. The percentage of first—time students re4

ce1v1ng Social Serv1ces was generally higher than those for students rece1v1ng V A

Benefits and Social Security. New students w1th V.A. Benefits played an 1mportant

~ role in the’ enrollment of HEOP two-~year programs.

3.76




Table 11

Percent Distribution of Opportunity Program Students, According to Ethnicity, 1973-74

Native | Spenish o fny
Black Amerd can Oriental:- [ Surnamed || Subtotal White | Other || Total
*|SEEK 0% 0,14 29 BH | B 61 | o |l100.08|
- imop: 1 T
| Tour-Year [*61,0 0.3 2.3 2.6 86,2 12.8 1.0 11100.0
Tuo-Year | 2.6 . ,‘15.4 9.2 6.2  -32;85' ] e []200,0 N
| . k'-,' . : S -0
Part-Tine | 78,3 0.3 N2 1 %3l %l [ 126 | 1311000 |
1 state | A
Operated | 56,3 1] 1,1 12,8 7.3 22 | 65 ||100.0 |
9 Gom, Colls | 56,5 0.4 0,2 50 | 6Ll 7.5 | 0.4 1]100,0 39
Nean 05, ) | us 19,0 || 86 | e | a3 e
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Table 12

Sex and Age Summary of Opportunity Students, 1973-74

V[ - | w o, T . %
' Under 21 21-25 Above 25 Male - ' |"  Tremole
SEEx ;! 36. 97, 33.3% | 11.5% B | s8.8% |
}EOP ° ' [ S ‘-\\\ : . o . ‘» . : ‘
FoureYear 45,3 39,3 15,4 = " H. 4.6 52,4 - sl
Two=~Year 346 | 19.5 459 7287 | 91
Part-Tire 10.6 25,2 - 64,2 o 41,1 B ‘.58.9
: - EOP: ‘ . | . ER : .
State-Operated | 49,2 1. 33.3 | 17.6 . 53.2 46,8
Comm, Colleces 40,9 31,5 " 27.5 45,3 54,7
Inoes not include breakdown on Queens and Medgar Evers Colleges. Hfﬁﬁ*

2bnly applicants under 20 are SEEK - eligible,

40
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Table 13

Accumilative Distribution of Gross Family Incomeg of Opportﬁnity Students, 1973-1974

| sz

| Megn

0 to

| =360,

3601
5,100

5101

6500

- 6501
7800

7801+
9000

9005
10,100

10,100+
11,100

11,101
12,000

12,800

12’001' ‘

4, 0%

64,2,

80

Belﬁz

W74

OLTRY 9N 0L B !

HEOP:
Four Year

0.0

78.2.

| 87.9

94,1

9.4

9.0

99.1

Two Year

4.7

721

XS

9.3

92;4

| 9.3

9.4

9.4 |

Part Tine... .
nil’.;...,’m:‘-,,s

N

73.3

| 815?

914

95,0

99,3

- EQP:
~State Oper,

AR

Comm, Coll,

4.8

5

o |

841

8.3

80

9l

e

04,7

e

6.6

24

%.1 |

0

||

’9917'

0.l

ARIEE

R

]'97-2

56,5 |.

X8

. 8L

0
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Academic Background '

Opportunity students have had, by definitionf a poor academic preparation for

a 'successful college career; in fact almost 35 percent of the entrants did not

have academic high school d1plomas (Table Ay, Two—thlzds of those newly admltted

had hlgh school averages under 80 percent most ranked in the lower three fifths of

- their graduating classes.” Many opportunity ctudents entered the programs in l973—7h

“~

without diplomas or with General Equivalency Dipiomas (GED's) . The lower d1v1slon ,
and part-time programs enrolled students who exhibited the hlghest percentage in-
these "d1sadvantaged" categor1es. '

The medlan Regents Scholarshlp Examlnatlon score for the entlre prospective.
college-501ng population” in fall 1973 was 136. Since the curve_ofhthese scores was
positively skewed, a score of I60‘fell at the 65th.percentile. ~Most:“EOP,students
had RSE scores under 160, with about 75 percent with scores under 120 (Table 16).

The dlstrlbutlon of ACT scores also demonstrates the below-average performance of

‘-opportunlty students on standardized tests. RSE scores were not available for HEOP

and SEEK populations; they were a requirement for entrance only at SUNY.

According to the State norm, a sgore of 560 on the Scholastic Aptitude
Tests ranks at about the 71st percentile in Math and about the 85th percentile in
Verbal (Table 17). Very few opportunity students admitted in 1973-74 scored above
560 on either test. Among students in baccalaureate degree programs, EOP students
had a greater percentage above 379; hOWever, more HEOP students scored in the 320~379
range. Therefore, on the average, HEOP students had slightly better cumulative scores

than EOP students (Table 18).
| 42
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'HEOP fWO-year programs accumulated more students in the lower rénges than .
did EOP community coliege programs, HEOP part-time students had the lowést_disé» '
p ) , CUELT
tribution of scores.. In a11 cases, opportunity program students are demonstrably

performlng more poorly on these standardlzed tests than the test-taking populatlon S

~as a whole.

The SEEK.program did not report hlgh school rank, type of dlploma. RSE or
,SAT scores for 197374,
' N

.

—
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o Talelh
‘ : | (
Distribution of Opportunity Students by‘Number:’in Household, Married ang I
™ Benefits Received, 197574 o Lo
| - \
Number Members in Household Percent, §tudents Recegving:
Pne (Indepen- | | V.4, SocA. Serv, Soc. Security
| lent Student) | 24 | 5+ || % Married || Benefits Funds Funds __
| s 0% (oM el 28 || Lw | A 8.5
- Four<Year] 21,1 b8 1 3.0 || bo 5.0 26,1 8,3
Coteter| @3 w3 [ad ] e oo 92 | 105 |
| 1 e R | / o L P
Part~lingl 5.0 * | 8.4 | 13.6 38 || 04 o4 be B
Operated | 271 1406 | R3] ho || 31 10.8 68
"Comm.j o ‘ - o : \
Colls, 29130 | a2 5,4 N N 93 |
w5 s laall s lows | owg | RIS

5

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




Table 15

2No‘c‘.lh'gai‘lable. |

¥ SumaryDatle for Entering Freshuen, 19737
| ""\f".:?"ii’ercent of Opportmllff Students 1 [ 2 3 4 5 (3
'w1’ch hverage Grade in High | Non- o
School below 80% | Below| Lower'? | Academic | No |
8% 70 | Quintiles | Diplom Dlploma GED
2. Percent of Opportanity Stﬁdents o , ] o
~,, vith Average Grage in Figh e Lo o
School Below b, SR 67.% | 26.% N/AZ% /AT 16.6% 8.8
f}. ‘Perceut. Opportunity Stugents HRP
I the Tower Three Quintiles | | .
" of thedr Graduating Kigh 4 Year 1033 | 13| s 21,5 145 0 .
- "Behool Class, , | ‘ B |
o L2 Tear Lo | 50 1 655 | 607 |1 | a1
b Percent Opportunlty Students o S 3 R S N
who graduated from High ‘Part-tine 08 | 28 1 08 | 133 00 565
“Bchool with a Non~Acadenic o N e o
._"f"Diploma.“ | %P - S
S.‘ No Dlploma. | Staté Oper 68.6‘ ‘ 23\.5.‘ ' ‘69.7 | 24.‘5 ISR E 97
6: . G tole, 637 | 29 | 83 | s |se 03|
68 |23 | s | B e Bh
\ ,
7.7 unknown, ..
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Distribution of Standardized Test Scores far EOP Students Enterdzg 197304

| State Operated

ACT

~ Scores

]

 Coummnity Coll,

o

b3y
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'1;3%

| Above: &5
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|
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(ke
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2324

, 4‘@%‘

0.0
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3.7
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TABLE 17

Dis’&ibution of SAT Scores for Oppoitunity
Students Entering in 1973-74

R S RS
| 560+ 580‘3559‘ 320-370) 260319 | 260~ 1960+ | 380559 | 30-309 | 260-31G | 2R0n .

lome || P | B U
State Norn |29.1% |55 7% 193 1A L8 |16 | 98,8 | 1b.op 2% 3.7

Wl fo2 s 138 llwo 81 g las | 6 |

51 159 o Ps-ll-- lme (vl fas |me |

1509 |00 oo Lo FER LA 01 |20 |19

|87 1263 s |ag 1y l#1 Jua | e

#3 25 g 162 11l B3, - 21 |29 1195 |
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TABLE 18
: Accumulative Distribution of Combined SAT Scbris .
- . .Among Opportunity Students’ Entering in 1973574_ -
..y  HEOP | | EOP .
' ~[FOUR WA ~ | PART- STATE SR
COMBINED | YEAR YEAR", | TIME 'OPER. COMMUNITY . - :
SAT! 5 PROG. _ |PROG.” _ |PROG. COLLEGES COLLEGES™ L
Above 1100.0% | : 100.0% e 100;0%'7‘“ | p
1120~ - o . :
_1070- 99.0 _|100.0% —96.7— | 99.1 -
1020- | 95.7 | 92.5 I o4  98.0
o0- lows5 leo.6 | T | 0.7 | 959
920-  |-87.% | 86.8  |100.0% || 83k .| - 90.6
8- | 823 | s 92.5 || 78.5 | sy
820~ | 70.5 | 77.3 | 83.1 - 66.6 | 795
770~ 61.2 75.4 54.8 sh.7 ,“if'59;5 e
© 720- 50.3 60-3. 49.1 b7 64.8 n
670 30.3 | 45.2 k.6 26.8 ERVEE 5
62 22.4 |k |89 || 18k N
570 7.0 16.9 1.9 - 8.9 19.5
Below ) ' s
520 3.8 7.5 1.9 2.9 ‘ 5.8
7 .
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TABLE 19

Major Subject krea of Study For Opportunity Students

- Dnrolled in Associate Degree Progrems 1973-1974 e
FE0P E QP
Major Sub~ - : ‘
joct Aren 2 Year/Part-Time State Operated  Commumity Colleges
Business & o
Commerce |
Technologles o | 6.5% 13.6% 17.5%
| Data | | | , L | ;
Processing | - o |
Technologies | - 0.2 | 1ok 1.3
- Health | : -
- Services \ N -
- Paromedical 1.1 6,8 8.6 L
" Natural : | N
- Science . ' T o
Technologies 0.1 3,6 1.3
Public Service : .
Related : s
Tochnology . 10,9 8.4 7.1
Other 9,6 - 16,3 10,8 .
' | | 25
5 4 Liberal A | L
. Arts 0,0 ht,7 | 38.0
| Undeclared |  7L6 542 B2
o 1000 1000 | 1000
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A

Major Subgect Area of Study for Opportunlty Students, 1973 7k -

Two-Year and Part-Time: Among the public college students, public services-

related technologles was the most popular occupatlonal field of study. Most
HEOP students were working toward two-year degreds in the liberal arts (Table 19).

- Four-Year: Soeial sciences and education were the most important subject arees“<
of study amené"opportunity students and fegularly admitted'students; Business and
hmanagement also ranked high for both regular and special program students (Table 20).
Many students in the public sectors were yet undzcided about a major, despite the

fact that thEy were juniors and seniors.

Table 20
Rank Order of Major Areas of Study For Upper Division

Students in b- or 5-Year Beehelor Degree Programs 1973-74

' B S T $ " Statewide for
Rank SEEK . HEOP IR F ~.E,OMPMMHAA_M Regular Students‘

1 Social o -
Sciences Social Sciences Social Sciences -__Social Sciences

2 Education - Education Education - ‘Education -
Business & . Business & oo Business &

-3 Management : Management Undecided. Management
L " Undeclared ' Psychology Health Letters
Biological \ '
5 Psychology Sciences Fine Arts Psychology -

b6
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VI

Supportive Services Utilized by Opporiunity Students in 1973-7k

The disparity between the educational tools possessed byvthe‘opﬁor~
tunity student and the performance demanded at the college level féquires
major efforts in'e@ycational support, remediation and d?yeldpment. To meet
the challenges presented by the inadequate high school'preparation»of oppor-
tunity students, public and iﬁaependént institutions throughout fhe;state'
have developed comprehensive programs of tutoring, coﬁﬁselingvand developmental/ -
supportive/remedial courses. ' o

Tutoring is-provided to assist students in a nonformal:, supportive set-
ting, to help them master basic techniques. Patterns of uéége of this service
varieq-(Table 21), with the average number of hours utilized ranging from 5.2

~at the cdmmunity cclleges to 18.6 at the two-year independent colleges.

TABLE 21

Tutoring Services to Opportunity Sfudents

1973-74
'SEEK | - HEOP ~ EOP. ]
"FOBR | TWO |PART- || STATE | COMM.
YEAR YEAR | TIME OPER. ~ | COLLS,

Tutoring Hours | 100,375 || 57,789.75 5,883 |6,442 ||66,785 | 13,085

Avg; No. of

Tutoring Hrs.

Per Enro}led 11.4 13.9 18.6 - 5.8 9.5 5.2

Students : : : ‘
57

“Based on average fall-spring enrollments. The mean for all programs is
10.4 tutoring hours per student per academic session.
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Tutoring tends to be less used as students move int6 the upper levels..
While most of the students tutored were‘lower division, almost 30 percent of
those tutored in the HEOP féur—&éar programs Qere—juniors and seniors (Table
22). The avefage number of hours received by each tutored student ranged‘from
16 to 24 hours. The percent of students tutored was very high'for the HEOP
full-time program. Public Sector programs did not submit this informétion.

4 .

Of the various areas in which tutoring was offered, sociai sciences,
language arts, and physical éciences tended to predominate. Students ét SEEK
utilized tutoring in the basic skills areas more than did those in other programs
(Table 23). o L ‘

xTutoring is judged'b&kprogfam personnel to be most effective wheg th;
tutor is abpeer of the tutored student; this process,has proven effeqtive at
many educational levels. Graduates, 6r professionals (advanced degree holders),
are used when the subject matter is highly specialized or where uppef di?isién
students are either scarce'or’nonaexistent (two-~year aﬂd pért#time programs) .
Peer tutors were highly utilized by all programs, but especially by‘thése in
-the puﬁlic sector. Professional and voiunteer tutors were morekprominent in the
independent than the public se(ctors. |

i .

Cougseling servicés are provided to help students in defining and realizing

their“gga;s. These services'are alﬁayg available to opportunity students. The

' number of contact hours, weighted for the percentage of students who actually .

saw counselors, veried greatly, however. with a range from 8.1 hours per student’

' R - )
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TABIE 22

Distribution of Tutoring“Servicef
to Opportunity Students, 1973-74

HEOP —

FOUR . ™o - PART-

YEAR YEAR . TIME
Tutoring Hours 57,789.75 5,883 . 6,642
Total No. of Sts. 2,372 7246 hao
Tutored ' :
a) Percent : ‘ ' |
Lower Division 70. 4% 100.0% 9%4.8% -
b) Percent ) ' _

- Upper Division 29.6 - - ‘ 5.2
'Average Mo. Hrs. _ . o ' : ' _ : ‘
Received : 24 b 23,9 i 15.7

Percent Tutor Con- | _
tacts of Total > R :
Enrolled _57.2% 77.7% 36.7%

/

”‘iSEEK, EQP data not submitted

I.e.,57% of all HEOP students'had somé tutoring during the year.

&9
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MRS 23

Distribution of Tutoring to Opportunity Students, 197374,
by Subject Area and level of Tutor

- SmK me BP_
| .|| Fowr | T Part State Community
Subject Area ‘ Year ' | Year | Time || Operated | Colleges

Langusge Arts LB 1L 23% | 5.0 | 20,9 "17.2% 16,8

| Study Skills 1,1 b e 21 || e | 1o

Social Science 10,5 29:5 .21.] 21.4‘ {1 23,2 1 0.7

Physicel Science | 6.6 |l 19,5 6| b VA B X |
[Other Cbwn s 70 |3 |l | wr W
. ‘ . 3 ' ‘ ‘ L o S
Total Hours 1000 _||100.0 100.0%_ 100, 0% 10008 | 100.0%

Level of Tutor

Undergraduate | .05 5068 | 2.6 55.6%‘ 5 72.9% | 7o

Graduate | 21 |z 120 0 || 15 Ly

Professional ‘14;8 1| 16,5 | 5&.2 » 15.7. | :‘14.6 | 17,1 ‘:3 '

I N -5 RO A VS | N T V|

Volﬁht'arjf | L5 i 1.9 ‘50.'4' b E NA . 'rllvr'.lr." |

s e
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per 36-week period at HEOP part-time programs to 42.9 hours for HEOP two-year
programs (Table‘24). The number of students per counselor (caseload) also
showed great variation even within sectors. Since counseling personnel wefe
reported by headcount, with many paff;time staff involved, extrapolations are
difficult to draw. However, examination of the student contacts as a per-
centage of the total enrolied shows that counseling at SUNY was not as highly
utilized as in other sectors.) | i
Counse'lor_;s performed a variety of functions. Educational counseiing was
theif primary activity (Table 25), with personal and social counseling generally
second.' Even though these areas of counseling services are normally thought to

be available as a mafter of course at collegiate institutions, they are es-

pecially provided for opportunity program students.

Spe01al Coursework: Students in these programs usually take a series of

courses, some for no credit (remedial), and others with a strong emphasis on

basic skills, combined with college level work as they move into the regular

college curriculum. Courses in the langua‘r arts and .other sub]ect areas
gensmally comprlsed one—half or more of such courses taken by opportunity -

.students (Tuble 26). Reading and siudy skills were generally the least en-’

el

rolled courses. EOP did not submit this data.”

Completion rates ranged from 65 percent to 87 percent w1th SEEK offering

OO sections of such courses (Table 27) While SEEK courses met for longer
pcrlods of txme, HEOP courses met more hours ger week; the total contact

hours are nearly.equal. EOP did not submit this data.

62 .



Table 24

Counseling Services tp Opportunity Students'1973~74

| HECP )
Your | Two Part | [ State | Commmity
 SEEK i tr. Time Operated | Colleges
Total No. Gounselorsil 180 % | 15 1h 146 70 B
Wtel o St Servet® | 089 || 3osgs| | s by %
. ™
hvg. Hours Per Wk, in 29.8 9,8 5 169 R4 | 13,5
.| Student Contact Per | ' | '
Counselor i
Contects as % of Total | 50,08 .88 | M | 058 || 3 |
Fnrolled : 1

irs. per St. per 36 wks. 36,5 36,6 36,5 32,9 | 0.8 | 5.1

‘jNo. Sts. Assigned per , . ’

Counselor, #2153 19 [ || w0 | g )
| ' 11 W
[Total Students Enrolled 19,0 7.0 2 | 8.2 8.0 | 3.1
., |_per Counselor’ : - )
Weighted s, per student | 21.9 %0 | b9 | 84 || 96 | 13.5

per 36 weeks

1 Headcounts: 187 HEOP counselors are part-time

2 May be duplicated headeounts
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Table 25

Rank Order of Counseling Contacts by
Purpose .In Opportunity Programs, 197374

SEEK HEOP EOP

Four - Two : Part- State- - Community
Year i Year - Time ' Operated . Colleges

ﬁégychological L b5 A ' o - 3 Lo

‘Personal & Social 12 2 2 3 2 5

éﬁdﬁcational- 1 1 1 0 1 1 i 1 ;
‘Placement-Vocational ) T E ; ,
‘& Educational : 3 3 3 > L

N

es / -

“Uther 5 ) 0 ' L i 5 | 3

Table 26

Percent Distribution of Remedial/Developmental/Suppor%ive
Courses Utilized by Opportunity Students, 1973-74 -

!

f———— ~

SEEK HEOP

Area - = - , Four Year | | Two Year . .Part-Time

~

| stugy ski1rs | 5.9% 10.8% - 1.5% | 4,010

-
2

Language Arts | 42,5 L 28.6 - 23,0 - 21;0?

Reading 11,0 || 13.8 8.2 18.0

"‘Math/Sciences |. 18.5 25.5 18,0 - 16.0

Other } 22,1 21,3 39,3 © 31,00

A

TOTAL 100.0% | - 100.0% 100.0% | 100,07

o ] . B
© - EOP did not submit. this:data.. - -
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Table 27

. ' - Remedial/Developmental/Supportive Courses1
~itilized by Opportunity Students, 1973-74 -

o SEEK HEOP
: FOUR WO PART-
YEAR YEAR TIME
Number of 11 - c
Sections 1,699 675 61 100 e
- Avg. Number
of Weeks . 14,2 11.6 13.8 14.7 .
Avg. No.Hrs.["7 ’ .
Per Week 3.7 L,7 4.0 3.1
Total Number '
Studentsa, . , :
Enrolled 17,114 4,759 652 1,419
Percent
Students
Completing | 77.3% 87.2% 87.1% 64.7%

TEOP data not submitted

2Duplicated headcounts.

VII

—

" Academic Progress of OﬁportunitX,Students3 197374
Two standard measures of sfﬁdént aéhievement are grade point avérage
and rate of credit aécqmulation. The percent distribution of one—year’grade
point a;erages, based op.a k.o scéle, is exhibited in Table 28. Of the four-
. Year programs, HEQOP and EOP students demonstrated mere favorable overall dis-
- tributions of GPA, with appfoximately 70 percent over 2-9. This may be acc?uﬁfgafﬁ\»w

66
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for, in part, by the greater -proportion of SEEK students who are freshmen and .

by more flexible standards and expectations for student retention at the Clty

University. HEQCP two~year students had a hlgher d1str1but10n than their counter-

pdrts in EOP.
Table 28 ‘ n
GPA's for Opportunity Students in Attendance, 1?73~74 N T

SEEK __ 'mEOP | - EOP i
. ‘ Four . Two | Part- State 1. . Community - 5
GPA Range Year Year - _ Time Operated Colleges 5
00 - .99 | 23.2 8.8 2.4 18.1 12.6 17.3
ﬁi.o - 1.9 21.7 22.0 U 8.6 - 18.9 22.0
2 -2.9 374 51.0 46.7 | ‘8.6 ' A48 > 43.5
3.0 - 4.0 17.7 18.2 2k,5 '44.7 15.4 | 17.3"

Opportunity students at HEOP and EOP are expected to accumulate an average of

at least 12 semester hours per term. Baued on a t1me—lengthened degree program, 1t

would take a student ten semesters to graduate in a regular four-year program and
ASlX ‘semesters in a. regular two-year program. WhlleAthe data in Tab;e 29 indicate
‘some incorrect information submitted.by EOP, many opportunity students did not,.

in 1973—74,earn 12 credit hours. All data 1nclude students who w1thdrcw so that
the averages are depressed. Also, some‘students, especlally at SEEK mlght only |

have attended for one of the two terms reported on here. UUNY reports that many

SEEK students take a one semester leave of absence for personal and flnan01al

\
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reasons.

Low totals in earned credits in the first several semesters are partially the, . -

o

result of opportunity students being enrolled in noncredit remedial coursework.
Also, students in the last semester may have been "making up" a small number of
credits needed to graduate. Finally, SEEK reports that "incompletes" made up

after the close of the.term were not recorded here. e , S

Table 29

Average Credits Earned by Students, by Academic Level,
in the 1973-74 Year]

SEEK HEOP . EOP k
No. Semesters Four | Two Part- State | Community
in Program Year | Year | Time Operated Colleges
12 5.4 7.1] 13.8 7.7 6.9 5.9%
2 13.5 22.3 19.7 7.3 15.9 17. 4
3 12.2 16.9 28.2 7.7 20.6 21.2
b 16.2]| 22.7 | 28.0 | ‘o.5 233l 30.3"
5 12.911 18.8 | 19.3 | .8.7 !| 27.8 301"
6 19.1 28.3 34.5 | 10.3 20.6 31.34
wj 4.5 || 21.3 . 11.7 NS 3h.6"
8 21.8 28.1 1&.0 2341 19.4
g2 17.0 || 25.0 s NA> 12.1
10° 18.0 || 11.5 12.2 5.8 6.0

1Ono Year period.
2Expect:ed rate of accumulation (Ph-3%0 credits per ncademic year)not applicablae.

3Duta incorrectly submitted.

'|, 6 8
Questionable aata.
Q
ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

)

.,J'e-\n{,.,
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;Table 20, however, presents a more realistic picture, by measuring student

. credit accumulation against expected "minimal performance;" i.e., accumulating
credits as a rate sufficient to graduate in tnree years fron a two~year, or five
years from a four-year, institution. By the fifth semester, sllghtly more than
.half of the HEOP two~year students were below the minimally expected cred1t ac—
IWCUMUlatlon (60 credit hours) HEOP students in baccalaureate programs exh1b1ted<
‘ the greatest progress toward the degree. |

The low percentage of SEEK students "on track is reflected in the low

L
e -\

course completlon rate (Table 31). Some Jmprovement is shown when those students
who mlght be expected to be taking rlghtened loads, due to first entry or grad-
uation, are removed from the calculatlons. Students at the community colleges,
overall, have the best completion rates while HEOP leads the baccalaureate -

N3

programs.

VIIT

College=Going Costs and Financial Aid for Opportunity Students, 1973%-74

In 1973-74, opportunity students came from families which had such limited
resources to devote to education that college access would have been virtuallj

denied if it had not been for opportunity programs.
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Table 30

Distribution of Opportunity Students
by Total Hours Accumnulated by 73-74

T

e e

HEOD 1T Eop .
' FOUR TWO STATE CorM,
" Credit Accumulation SEEK YEAR YEAR OPER, COLLEGE .
Percent below’ ninlnal” )
puLformance 37.47 13.8%| 50.1%}} 29,27 25,47
Percent: Minimal
expected performance 41,2 -27.0-| 26,8 30.1 39.0
Percent: Beyond min-
imal expected per- 1 ‘ 4
formance 21,6711 59.3 | 23.12|[ 40.73 35.5'
TOTAL 100.02|]| 100,0%|100.02|[ 100. 0% 100.0%
Percent Students | of 3. 4
. "On Teack" 62.87( 86,3 | 49.92![ 0.8 74,57,
N 8

14.?% cannot be placed accur

20 l‘,% " 1" "
31] O% n n "
10 7% (1] " 1"

3] 1"

70

ately due to campus reporulng errors.,
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Table 31

SEEK

12-5 semesters only,

| HEOP  10P
- Nowof Semesters - Four Two Part- State Communi ty
___in Progran Year Year Time Oper, Golleges | ;
1 L0 N | M5 B Y 65.1% 2, ) R
2 63,4 . 827 86.5 8.9 82.5 Y
; 56.5 Bt | &8s Lo | e 968
! 6.8 0.1 8.4 7.3 Bk 89,0
5 057 T s 85 | el AL ] B9 £
o 8.8 8.0 | 100 ns | mo 8.4
Y 5.2 By || B0 | e
9 2.8 915 IR b8 | g0
7 Total Average | 63.8% 83.7% 8.8 68,49 8l.2% B
Average 2 « 9 1
Semesters 76,7 §lt.1 82,5 70,7 82.0 8.5

n
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AAverage college~going costs were derived from data submitted by the various
institutions participating in opportunity programs. In 1973-7k, finencial aid
personnel reported between 82,300~and $4,200 in'expeﬁses'dver a nine-month period
for opportunity students enrolled-ih bachelor's degree programs, énd $2,500 go

$3,000 for studentsenrolled in associate degree programs (Table 32).

Table 32

Average Costsl Compared to Average Aid2
Available to Opportunity Students, 1973-74

~ HEOP EOP HEOP EOP )

SEEK Four-~Year State Oper. Two-Year Comm. Colleges

Total Average 3 S ' 3

Aid $2,325 $3,508 $2,336 $1,426 $1,743

‘ Total Average . _

Budget 2 ,319L+ b, 1847 2, 7526 2 3555 . 2, 5507
bifférence: .
. Unmet Needs 3 6 $ (676) $  (386) $(1,529) $ (807)
1

Educational and maintenance costs to the student as reflected in typical student
budgets submitted by institutions. '

Including grants, work and loans (all sources except student and family).
Average aid per Expenditure Report.
. .

Weighted mean for dependent commutei and independent student living away from home
these are nine-month budgets. (Many SEEK students are on 12-month budgets.)

Dependent resident and commuter students only; these are nine-month budgets.

Add $150 for upper division student budgets. Based on resident student budget;
adjusted for commuter costs which were 19.4% lower in 1972-73, assuming a dis-
tribution similar to 1972-73. '

7 Based on i97h-75 budget of boarding students.

. o | 73




‘aid packaglng, so that the deficit between aid and cost was made to fall directly ‘ “mgf
costs for each group. The hlghest educational costs (61 percent of the - total) were

“of the total at SEEK, which had no tuition charges.'

T HEOD EOF .~ [BEOP EOP
\ "SEEK | Four-Year State Oper. }Two-Year Comm. Colleges|:
College-Going Costs , ' R |
For Nine Months Amount % | Amount ¥ - [Amount %  |Amount % Amount %
[Educational §_255 10.91 82,557 |61.1 |3 o950 [28.6l61,500 49.2] § 788 |30.9 |
iving 2,066 89.1| 1,627 |38.9 | 1,802 |71.4| 1,455 |s0.8 1,762 | 69.1
TOTAL $2,319 #4184 #2,752 | . 82,555 $2,550

Lo

Because flnan01al aSS1stance for d1sadvantaged students was not sufflclent to
offset all college-g01ng costs (Table '32), a student's budget can be examlned in
te”ms of those priority costs which had to be met so that a person can satlsfy the

1nst1tut10n s minimum demands. These were tuition, fees, and books. L1v1ng costs,

unfeFfunu y, sometlmes assumed .secondary. 1mportance in 1nstitut10nal flnanclal

'upon the student. Table 33 demonstrates the ratio of educational costs to living

at HEOP four-year colleges whlch had high tultlon. while 11V1ng costs were &9 percent

»

Table 33

Distribution of Budgeted Cellege-Going Costs for»Opportunity Students, 1973-74

1

Add $150 for upper-division. students at University Centers and colleges.

T4
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g

Grants in 1id to program students were not sufficient EP pﬁgYﬁde adeguate funds

. for living expenses, once cducational costs were deducted (Table 34). Table 34 shows

Table 34

oo~ Grants to Opportunity Students Compared
- to Budgeted ‘Costs, 1973-74 . .~ .,

1 HEOP - EOP — | HEOP. "EOP
SEEK™ . FOUR YEAR STATE OPER. TWO YEAR | COMM. COLLS

Total Average Y ' : - g

Grants in Aid . $1,461 .. .$2,898 , $2,118 - $1,211 $1,277
{Less Educational ' ' ' S o

Costs =~ - 253 . 2,557 950 7 1,500 788 .
|Remainder for ' , ‘ | B
Living Costs 1,208 347 1,168 (189) 489 i (RN
. |Less Living ’ o -

*|Costs3 - , 2,066 1,627 1,802 1,455 1,762

Rema%rder: Unmet e |

Ieea § (858) $(1,286) § (634) B(1,648) |$(1,273)

1 Based on distribution of grants in Financial Aid Report.
2 Does not include VA or Social Security.

3 From Table 33,

L

Made up by work, loans and family contribution. With all these sources, a gap
. 8till remains (Table 32). | N
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..that in almost ever§’case grant funds were- insufficient to cover both educational
vand 11v1ng costs for program students; loans and work were necessary to make up the:
_ dlfference, as shown in Table 35. Whlle the unmet need is shown as ranging from
$385 to $1, 525 » these average budgets understate the degree of unmet need because 3

they,ﬂguggkrlngludewthems1zab1ernumberwof«marrledwandﬂlndependent“students."'W
T, » w ) .
In all cases, the combined resources of the State of New York were greater than

either Federal or instituytional resources, due largely to oppqrtﬁnity program grants
-(Tables 35 and 36). HEOP four-year and EOP stedte-operated program students received
the largest opportunlty grants, while SEEK and HEOP two-year students recelved the

least ald from this sourse.

The effect of the first year of the BEOG phase-in was more substantial et,SEEK

than at any of the other programs. This is due to the fact that the percentage of
. ' : :m

new enrollees was much greater at SEEK than in other programs (Table 7), and this

more students were eligible for BEOG. Because of the overyhelming percentage of

¢lder students enrolled in HEOP two-year programs, BEOG had,relatixg;y little effect

there compared to the EOP community colleges (Table 35).

"See Table 32.
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' Grants and waivers among the independent institutions differed greatly; with
. the senior institutionu providing four’times as much aid as the’two-year institutions;.
Institutional grants and waivers made to HEOP stddents in four-year colieges averaged
10.5 percent lower than the opportnnity grant in financial aid. SEEK is required to
match the State dollar for dollar. Independent 1nst1tutlons with no such require-
ment, provided grants/walvers which comprised up to 25 percent of the flnanc1al aid
package for HEOP students. While itese institutional funds were from private
resources, "institutional''funds committed by CUNY and SUNY were from public funds‘
appropriated to the colleges through their operating budgets. Therefore,.the amount
of State/ldcal aid to SUNY and‘CUNY students was even more substantial than-indicated.

Apparently, the avallablllty gf Federal work, loan and grant resources enables
some opportunity students to attend the higher cost 1ndependent institutions. WOrk
‘sources cannot be as readlly used by opportunlty students as by others, as work takes
away from study time which the academlcally d1sadvantaged student needs. Thus rel-
atively moderate_amounts are engendered through these sources in the opportunity
programs (Table 37).

The net effect of financial aid as it is now administered tédepportunity program

students is that most economically disadvantaged persons served are required to borrow,

earn or contribute between $350 and 81,5QO'per academic session (Table 32).
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Distribution of Average Aid

Teble 35

per St ﬁt in Opportunity Programs, 1973-74

—T

%

: T P [ mE

. SEBC | FOREAR | SMMTGOPER, T YEAR “|' com. Couls,

 (State Aid: X wmﬁy
Average Opportunity B B
Grant- § 520 § 931 115 § 6Ll § 857

s 0 Wg | g 150 154
NYHEAG Loaus 3% A 63 b2 14

 |__Subtotsl State Aid 85 151 1,625 37 1 1,009

- [ostiitutiond iie:¢ ; | T

| Grénts/Waivers 516 333 246 .215 7.
Toans i 3 5 0 0.
Work o 14 13 0 99 ¢

- [Subtotal Institutional Ald] 516 85 %k 29 106

- Tederal Aig:
BR0G 1% & S kg B
$805 193 lyh 183 1% 58

| st 21 2% 14 14 is
TA/S0C, SR, - N4 19 by 105 14
0iSp - 2l 2 | % 5 B
«%pﬁtotal Pederal Aid | 10 k62 30 | S

Other 14 117 15 4§ 1

', lotal versge Add 2,325 3,508 2,36 1,426 1,519

. Based on Bypenditure Report, Data jncomplete.

2ﬂFor'CUI‘JY and SUNY, these représent State and locel funds,

3

O

Difference of §100 due to rounding,

St

| 3?{)2'



| | Tab 3 . |
Percent Distribution of Finaneial h.8 to Opportunity Students, 1973-74

<ty

‘ N 1 HEOP mp | me ]
Percent Distribution SEEK . TOUR YEAR | STATE OPER, | | mo YEAR | COMM. COLLS,
| Average Opportunity \ . |
N Grant 2.4 26.% 48,7 Y88 | sl
. ST-AGs | 0.0 10 | 3 11,2 o
NYHEAC Tosns 161 b9 2.7 2.9 0.9
Subtotal State Funds 38,5 43,1 68,7 %9 | .0
Ingtitutional Funds: | | .
Grants Majvers® 2.2 27 | w4 15.1 05
Loans e 0.2 |l o 0.0
Hork M| ok 0.5 0 6.5
Subtotal Institutional i
- Funds 22,2 24,4 1.2 . || 151 J 7.0
| Federal Funds: ‘ - . | '
B 5 1] 2. 3.4 5.4
S 6.6 1.8 7.0 86 | Tag
NDSL, 10,5 .b b6 1,1 3,0
VA/SOC, SEC, . M 3.7 1.8 . 7.4 7,5
P s 5.4 2.5 4,0 5.5
Subtotal Federal Funds B2 | ®2 | 195 A5 | 5.0
Other 6.1 5,5 0.6 AN B

L Based on Expenditure‘Répbrt. Data incomplete,
® For CONY and SUNY, these represent State and loca] funds,

. ) Difference of §100 Zue to rownding,

Q
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_ Table 37
Distribution of Financial Aids to Opportunity Students, 1973-7k
| SEEKT Fogfgiear StaEEPOper. Tvo-Year Comm?ogolleges
Type Aid Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount %
|Grants 1,461 62.9 | $2,898 82.6 | $1,603 86.4 1] $1,311 91.9 | $1,277 é4.1
Loans 619 26.6 kg5 13.5 182 9.8 58 4.1 59 3.9 )
| Work 2bb 1005 | 135 3.8 7 3.8|l 57 ko 183 12.0
TOTAL $2.325° $3,508 | $2,366 $1,426 $1,519

1 'SEEK based on Expenditure Report--data incomplete.

2 Differences due to rounding

IX

Opportunity Program Expenditures, 1973-74

For regular college students, college-going budgets were s1m11ar to those of -

. oppertunlty students in terms of costs to the students. However, opportunlty students
!

were/prov11ed with essential supportlve services to help ensure a successful college

expefience. ‘The costs of these services were incurred in addition to regular college-

leg01ng costs. ’The extent of these costs and the services they represent will be

examined here.

el




l+9

Professional services were supplied by numerous administratots, ctunselors
and teachers who worked within the opportunity programs to provide necessary supportive
services. Table 39 shows that the ratio of students to special brogram personnel
ranged from 11.1:1 at the two-year HEOP progf;ms to 81.7:1 ét the EOP community
collegeS.1 There is noAclose correlation betwéen services to.students, meaéured in
caseload, and expenditures. While both.SUNY groups spend about the same in supportive
services, the community colleges have twice the ¢aseload as the State-operated programs.
The HEOP' twas-year programs have about the same caseload as does SEEK but spent about
85/0 less per student. Currently, however, in the publlc sector the deg;ze of N
institutionalization, and special, appropriations ffom the Legislature for. administrative
services and additional personnel make it impossible to determine actual caseloads
and expenditures. |
- Table 39 summarizes those program expenditﬁres incurred by each progfam on
behalf of opportunity students. As in Table 35, financial aid for educational
expenses fluctuated according to tuition costs, so that all the grant financial aid
received by students at independent two-year insitutions went toward tu1t10n, books
and fees. The deficit in this case was so great that the average flnanCIal ald
packdge would not include 11v1ng expenses.,’ S

8
{

1See Table 38.
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Table 38

Professional Personnel Caseload of Opportunlty Students and Average
Supportlve Serv1ces Expendltureb per. btudent, 1973~74

Total Professional .
Staff (FIE) Caseload pendituress

SEEK ____570.7 15.4 81,389
HEOP Four-Year ' 187 _ ] 2.6 . 82
| EOP ~ State Operated __158.8 ‘ 4‘4.}8 | __ 481
Average Four-Year ——— - ‘_21.6 _ 1 965
H"0P Two-Year : 28.5 _ S P 815
"|EOP_Comm. Coiis. | A 30.9 _ 81.7 | k3
vetage Two-~Year — 57.8 Lol

1Ratio of FIE number of students to FIE pPersonnel on special program lines.

2Per student in Supportive Services,

"

Independent four-year 1nst1tut10ns expended the greatest amount cf dollars
per opportunlty students, and the communlty colleges the least. Desplte the 1ack
of tultlon at: CUNY, the SEEK programs expeaded more funds than the other public
sector progzams.‘ Such ”expendltures" represent all Federal, State, city and institu-
tlonal expendltures on behalf of opportunity program students, 1nclud1ng work and

loan programs.




" " Table 39
Total Opportunity Program Expenditures per Student

Supportive Services Plus Tuition, Pees and Books

Flug Financial Aids Toward living Costs

| Bubtotal [Tota} Expenditare
Supportive | T,  Kducational ol per oy
Services Costs Expendi tures Maintenance” ||Students
o gy 0138 1625 || gae R0 | Bl
me | o |
Four-Year 8ok 2,597 2 3,0 951 4,332
BOP *
State Oper, k81 450 1,431 1,416 2,847
|FE0P , | _ o
Two-Year §15 1,50 2,315 (74) 2,315
BOP Com. i3 7 1,29 985 2174
Colleges ~

TSERK data based on Expenditure Report, data "incomplete '

| P =

2F‘inancial aid for living "costs" does not reflect actusl student need, only actual awarda."

¥

| ‘}Students' own resources for wiich programs are not accountable,

thoﬁlall federal, State, City and insjcitutiongl'i:som"'ces
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Aggegdix A

Tastitutions Participating {n New York State
Opportunity“Bgograms, 1973-74

‘;k'

-

Al City University of New York

1. SEEN

II, College Discovery .
Bernard M, Baruch College Borough of Manhattan Coumunity College
"Brooklyn College . Bronx- Comminity College
City College ‘ ' 593:05 Community.cgllege
Medger Evers College _ Kingsborough Community College
Hunter College - : ~ Kingsborough Bil}ngual Institute
John Jay College of Criminal Justice ‘New York City Community College
Herbert H. Lehman Colleg : ;  Queensborough Community Collepe

Queens College : - Staten Island Community College
University Center

York College

Richmond College

B. Private Colleges and Universities,
y

I.  Four-Year Programs, participating in 1972-73.

Baré College

‘Barnard College

Canisius College :
College of.Mt. St. Vincent
.College of ‘Néw Rochelle
.College of St. -Rose
"Colgate University

Mercy College
Me. St. Mary College .
Nazareth College -

- New York. Inst, of Tech.
S {01d Westbury)
New York ‘Inst, of Tech.

. . {New York)

Columbia College New York University

. Columbia University-General Studies Niagdra University
Cornell University Pace University, New York City
C.W. Post College . Pgbe University; Westchester
Dowling College B Polytechnic Inst. - Brooklyn
Eimira College ' K ' Pratt Institute ...~ - i

. ~Fordham University : . . Rensselaer Polytechric Inst.
Hamilton-Kirkland Colleges Rochester Inst, of Technology
Hobart/Wm, Smith College " - Rosary Hill College
Hof stra University o Russell Sage College
Iona Cullege ) . St. John Fisher College
Ithsca College St. John's University
Keuka College - ; : " St. lLawrence University
LeMoyne College - ~ . h Siena .College -
Long Island University - ' . Skidmore College

-Manhattan College . . - Syracuse University —
Manhattanville College ' - ' Union College - B
Marist Coll-ge : ’ - :University of Rochester
Marymount-banhattan Col'ege ’ © Utica College
Marymount-Tarrytown_College co- :Vassar College

87 Wagner College .

oy
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Two-Year Progranas, partiéipating in 1972-73.

College for Human Services
Elizabeth Scton Coliege
Harriman Coilege

Junior Colleége of Albany
Mater Dei College

Part-Time and Prison Programs,;particiﬁating in 1972—%;.

Marist College at the Green Haven Correctional Facility
Malcolm-King: Harlem Extension
University College of Syracuse University

Consortia, participating 1972473.

&cademic Opportunity Consortium .
Associated Colleges of the Mid-Hidson Area ‘
Community Leadership Consortium

New Programs, 1973-74.

[N T e

Albany Busine' ; College (Two-Year Program) ¢ . ‘

Jupior Colleg. of Albany at the Coxsackie Correctional Institute (Prison Program)

Univerddty Without Walls of Skidmore College at Comstock Correctipnal Facility
(Prison Program) E ’

State University of New York
1. State-Operated Campuses

a). University Centers

Albany

Binghamton

Buffalo . ‘ .

Stonybrook : o A

b). University Colleges ' -

Brockport’ 0ld Westbury
Buffale . Oneonta )
Cortland - YR Oswego
Fredonia Plattsburgh. -
Cenesco ’ Potsdam

Mt, Vernon ' Purchase

NUW<PQIIZ

88 . IR
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c). Sbccialized Colleges
College of Environmental Science and Forestry . A
Maritime College at Fort Schuyler -
Statutory College at Cornell University

d). Agricultural and Technical Colleges. . .
Alfred , Farmingdale
Canton Morrisville
Cobelskill

11. Community Colleges

Broome

Jamestown
Clinton Mohawk Valley
Finger Lakes ‘ ' . Monroe
K Corning _ Nassau
: Erie, City Campus ' Niagara
*" "Erie, North Campus _ Onondaga
. Fashion Institute of Technology Rockland
-Ful ton-Montgomer ‘Schenectady County
Genesee e Suffolk County = - T
, Herkimer Sullivan County ' .
. Hudson Valley Ulster County ' B

Westchester.

T

89

e
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Appendix B

Collegs “-scovery .'inzl Report, 1973-7L

(N.B. - Tables in this analysis follow, when possible those for the
three sectors in the main body of this analysis, using the same
numbering system. Tables are eliminated when data is lacking.)

PR

" The projected increase in enrollments for 1973-74 was an increase of 5.5 percent
over 1972~73 (Table B-1). College Discovery officials, contacted by phone, verified
the - 1973-74 enrollment at 4,180--2.8 percent under the approved amount (Table B-2).

<

Table B-1
Growth in- College Discovery, 1972-73 to 1973-74

(Projected'Enrollments)

~—Percent
’ -Growth
_ 197273 1973-74 Difference . Rate
Headcount L4009 4299 220 5.5
Table B-2
Projected Versus Actual Enrollments in College Discovery
Projected Actual Difference Percent Difference
Enrollments hggg 4180 (119) (2.8%)

The fall underenrollment was not made up in the spring; when there was

a decline ot 2.0% (Table B-3). Table B-4 does not include "special admit" R
B . : A '

sgudents and others who could not be tracked through the system. ,@herefofe,
the spring enrollment shows an increase rather than the decrease Héhtioned
. : oL

above. waever, summer enrollments, représent.one quartcr of the_faii enroll-

ments.

90
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Table B-3 - | g
Spring Versus Fall Enrollment, 1973-74

Differ=nce Percent
Enrollments (84 (2.0%)
Table B-4 ;
. Bnrollment by Term, 197374
Summer ‘ Fall Spring Summer Attendance as
Percent of Fall Enrollment
963 L 3700 3,885 L 25.ug

1Does not include students classified as

""special admit" by College
Discovery .

’

>

The separation rate from the Tirst to the second semester was at least

25 percent (Table B-5). With 500 graduates in 1973-7L. the "yield rate' averaged

‘about 12 percent (Table B-6). : o

>

Table B~5

... Change in Enrollment of CD Students wﬂo Attended the Fall
’ Semester, 1973, and who Returned for the Spring
Semester, 1974

Fall 1 Returned 5 % Grads | Out Trams | Total Grads'
Enrollees for Spring Change 73-74 73~74 & Transfers
3,794 E 2,934 22.7% 500 I3 54%
1Does not include "special admit" students

MaTransfers/readmits could not be appropriately éxcluded

7

91 |

i . SR L DR
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Table B-6

Gradustes vs Poiconboy of AverageﬂAnnual Enroilment, 1972-74
Number Number Percent

Enrolled Grads Grads of Enrolled
4,180 500 12.0%

Table B-8
. Status of C.D. Students- in Attendance, 1973-74

By Credits [
. - By No. of Sems. - Accumulated
By Term of Entry % in College % Toward Degree %
197374 49.8 1 -2 52.8 | 0 -~ 23.9 57.7
1972-73 30.7 3= h 29.5 [} 24 -~ L7.9 26.8
. 1971-72 1401 5 -6 4.7 | 48 - 59.9: 6.9
1970-71 3.9 7-8 _27.0 + 8.7
196970 &. 1.4 9 - 10+ 340
) before :

1Based on 6 semesters in a time-lengthened degree program.

Academical dismiscal was the primary reason for separation from the

program (Table B-9). Perhaps, problems specifi~ to the nrbvan poor are respeonsponsible

for financial and personal as rénking so high.

: . R B
While first~timers were given as representing 25 percent of those in %
) \ R il Mg

attendance, College Discovery was not able to ascertain the status of many~s%udeh¥§?

. for this report- (Table B-10).

- Table B-9
Rank Order of Program Separation Conditions, 1973-7L4
Academic Academic T ‘ s
Leave Dismissal {Financiui|Personal [Medical Transfer Other
[Rank b 11 3 2_ S 6 7

e
!
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Table B-10

Status of Students Enrolled in College Discovery, 1973-74

First timers | 2&;2% ot
Others (continuing =
& readmit) 64.8 ' 3
Status Unknown 10.3 j
Total - 100%
' Table B-11

‘‘‘‘‘ Percent Distrlbutlon of C.D. Students Accordlng to Ethnlclty,

1973 7L+
Negro/ Native ] ,fSpanlsn IR
Black Amer. __Oriental ‘| Surnamed Subtotal White Other | Total] ~
51.8 0.1 - 0.9 36.3 ~ 89.0 10.2 0.9 | 100.0]

Minorities dominated the;College Discovery enrollments, with‘blacké.compriéing
the largest group (Table B-lf). The College Discovery studenés tended‘to be
younger than students in other opportupity‘programs (Téblé;ﬁsla), with -most of the
students female. | B

Almost 95 percent of the/entering freshmen had gross family incomes o% under

‘310’100 (Table B~13) More than half of all new students came from mid-sized

famllles, and another third from large fammmleS. Manylstudents received Social

Services aid while few were recipients of V.A. assistance (Table B-14).




, ! | Table B-12

' Sex and Age of C.D. Students, 1973-74 : -

e ay taa

Under 21 Lo =25 26 - 30 Over 30 |] Male _Female
52.0 36.3 10.6 . 1.1 45.3 54,7
‘.
: Table B-13

" Accumulative Distribution of Gross Family Income of New

- 2.D. Students, 1973-7h . o
80 - ] 3,601 1" 5,101-] 6,501 [ 7,801~ | 9,001~ | 10,101~ | 11,101 T 1Z,00T Over
,600 | 5,100 | 6,500 | 7,800 | 9,000 }-30,100 | 11.100° | 12 000 | 12 800 12,800
36.2% | 59.1 | 72.4 | 84.3 | 90.9 | oh8 [ 966 | 98.2 | 8.8 100.0
— .
T B

PAraiitex: provia w Cmiael s T e .
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Table B-14
Distribution of First-time C.D. Students

by Number in Household, Married and Benefits Received,
7

1973-7h4 e ‘ ‘
[ . ] S
Percent Percent Receiving !
Number in Household - Married VA Benefits Soc;,Ser. Soc. Sec.
" - Funds Funds
One (inde- i
pendent .
__student) = 2-h 5+
1.1 559 3300 75 || ks . | zi6 10.1 _

The majority cf new students had high school averages under 80 percent, while

fewer than orie-third were in the lower three Llfths of their graduatlng class.~ Al- .

most three- fourtns of all College Discovery students had academic dlplomas, The de-

1

‘gree to which these students are disadvantaged cannot be determined. accurately,

_ .,since more than 37 perceht of the high school performancewdéta is listed as unknown

(Table g§-15).

, )
More than half of the College Discovery students were enrolled in liberal aIts

N

gram (Table B-19). . . »

| ' 95

|

programs, with business and commerce technologies-the haJOr occupat10na1 degree pro-
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Table B-15
Summary Table for Entering Freshmen, 1973074

1. Percent of C.D. Students
with Average Grade in High
School below 80% 53.8% :

2. Percent C.D. Students in
the Lower Three Quintiles
of Their Graduatlng ngh
School Class 26.5%

3. Percent C.D. Students who
Graduated from High School
with a Non-academic Diploma 26.5%

k. C.D. Students With GED _1.h%

.5. Unknown | 37.3%

Table B- 19

Magor Subject Area of Study for C.D. Students, 1973 74

LR =
-~

Te EﬁoIogles in: 2 i

: ' Other Oc-

Buslness/ Data Health Services/ | Natural Pub. Ser. cupational | Lib. | Unde=

Commerce Processing | Paramedical - Sciences | Related Programs Arts | clared|
20.6% L.o LT TIB.3 1.3 6.9 247 51.0 | 0.1

On the average, not many College Dlscovery students took advantage of

tutorlng services. Those who did, received more than 20 hours (Tahles B-2l 22)
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Tables B ~ 21-22 ’ :

Distribution of Tutoring Services .o
to C.D. Students, 1973-74

L F

Total | Avg. No. Hrs.. |} ~ ...l Percent. ... .......f}.. .l ]Percent Tutor
""" Tatoring ' | "Pér Total . Total No. | Lower Upper Average Hrs.|Contacts of:

Hours _ Enrolled ) Tutored Div. Div. Received - Total EnrOLled

ak,912 1 6.0 | 1223 | s8.2 41.8 20.4 29.5%

Table B-2h4

. Counseling Services to C.D. Students, 1973-7h

Total No. of - ~ Contacts as % '
Counselors - 76 of Total Enrolled L
Total No. Students 3,483 No. Students Assigned 1 w597

'Served ‘ _ per Counselor ' ‘
Avg. Counsellng ' .1 1o 'No. Total Enrglled .
Hours Per Wk. per S | - per Counselor o 55.0 . S
Counselor L - — ' e B
Counsellng Hrs. Per 2C;7 ' Weighted Hrs. per 9.1 i
Student per 36 weeks . | - ‘Students per 36 wks. \

' Fewer than half of the students received counseling services, averaging

e i

almost 21 hours over a 36 week period. With counselors avereging 15 hours
S

a week ‘in direct student contacts, students recelved about nine hours of counsellng

each durlng the academic session (Table.B~24)

e e i L

1 ) . C o . '
Some students may not have been assigned to specific’ counselors.










